AT&T/WorldCom venture a laundry list of additional criticisms of Verizon VA’s survey
methodology. Each of these criticisms ei;her ignores or misunderstands sound statisticél practice
and should be rejected. For example, Petitioners claim that Verizon VA should have used the
sample median, rather than the sample average, work times as the input for the cost study. But
this is statistically unsound. Assume three workers responded with average times for a task of 1
minute, 1 minute, and 10 minutes. Under AT&T/WorldCom’s proposal, Verizon VA would be
compensated for only 1 minute of labor for the task instead of the 4 minutes sample average.
Such a result clearly would understate the labor time Verizon VA expends in completing this
task and result in Verizon VA systematically underrecovering its costs, because there clearly are
times that the task takes longer than 1 minute. (See VZ-VA Ex. 124 at 35-36.) Similarly,
Petitioners’ proposal that there should have been more aggressive removal of various time
estimates as purported “outliers” (AT&T/WCom Ex. 13 at 82-84) would have introduced a high
degree of subjectivity into the analysis of costs and would render under-recovery or over-
recovery far more likely, because the modified sample would fail to reflect the experience of all
workers. (See VZ-VA Ex. 124 at 30-31.)

Similarly, AT&T/WorldCom’s suggestion that responses should have been weighted
based on the number of years the employee had worked for Verizon or the number of times he or
she had performed the task also should not be credited. As an initial matter, such an approach
would have significantly increased the burden on the respondents and added a layer of
subjectivity and uncertainty to the analysis. And contrary to AT&T/WorldCom’s implication,
there is no reason to believe that weighting the responses, even if that had been possible, would

have reduced work times. To the contrary, if longer work times were more frequent, weighting
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may well have increased work times.*¥ (Tr. at 4706.) Finally, even in the highly unlikely event

that the absence of weighting led to a skewed result, the SMEs reviewing the average work times
would have recognized that the purported average was not reasonable and made an appropriate
adjustment.

AT&T/WorldCom further underscore their disregard for sound methodology by
suggesting, implausibly, that Verizon VA should have had workers simply provide a “forward-
looking” time estimate in the first instance. (See AT&T/WCom Ex. 13 at 77.) It should go
without saying that this determination is more appropriately made by managers who oversee
tasks and who know about and are involved in p]anniné future mechanizations. (See VZ-VA Ex.
124 at 25-26.) Similarly, most workers are not qualified to estimate the “typical occurrence” of
those activities they perform. Because they oniy observe those instances in which work must be
performed manually, they have no basis on which to assess the proportion of cases in which that

work is necessary.l2¥ (See VZ-VA Ex. 124 at 40-41, 43-44.)

16 In fact, more complex tasks, which often require more time, are often assigned to more

senior technicians, so that a technician who had performed a task numerous times may report a
higher average time to perform that task than a person who had performed it only a handful of
times. (See Tr. at 4915.)

7 AT&T/WorldCom’s preference for any “methodology,” however flawed, that results in
the outcomes they desire is further exemplified by their argument that Verizon VA should have
counted “N/A” responses or blank responses as estimates of “zero” time taken — even though
the Verizon survey instruction document explicitly instructed the survey respondents to “enter
N/A for Not Applicable” only when the respondent had not performed the work activity in
question. Given these instructions, an “N/A” response is not relevant to the object of the work
time survey, which was to determine the time it takes to perform a task when it needs to be
performed. (See VZ-V A Ex. 124 at 40-41.) If Verizon VA counted “N/A” responses as
estimates of zero time, the average work times used in its model would be seriously understated
and inherently incorrect, because of the obvious fact that nothing gets done with infinite speed.
(See Tr. at 4711).
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Ironically, Petitioners’ criticisms of Verizon’s survey methods only serve to underscore
the weaknesses of their proposed alternative. For example, AT&T/WorldCom’s argument that
there exist unreasonable variances between the minimum and maximum times reported for some
tasks, or between the means and medians, demonstrate that Petitioners are fundamentally
unfamiliar with the tasks they purport to evaluate in their own study. (See AT&T/WCom Ex. 13
at 78-79.) Many tasks singled out by AT&T/WorldCom are open-ended activities for which one
should not be surprised to observe even significant variation in the respondents’ estimates.
Workers’ average experiences and average work times will differ due to the types of orders they
process, the environments in which they work (e.g., rural versus urban), and their differing skills
or experiences. (See VZ-VA Ex. 124 at 32-35.) AT&T/WorldCom’s criticisms thus emphasize
their own failure to account adequately for any differences of this sort in their own model.

Petitioners’ contention that the Verizon sample size was too small is particularly ironic,
given that their sample — consisting solely of a handful of purported experts — was far smaller.
(See Tr. at 4708.) The NERA confidence interval analysis, like all analyses of its type, took into
account not only the impact of the actual variation in the work times reported by the survey
respondents, but also sample sizes 22 The fact that the precision levels were small indicates that
the sample sizes used by Verizon were sufficient to measure precisely the average work times ,
and associated UNE costs and rates. (See VZ-VA Ex. 124 at 39-40.) By contrast, there is no
basis to assume that the “sample” used in Petitioners’ model contains any statistical significance.

Ultimately, all AT&T/WorldCom’s criticisms pale in the face of the manifest flaws in

their model. AT&T/WorldCom do not purport to have conducted an objective or statistically

meaningful analysis. Instead, their work times amount to nothing more than the speculation of

1% See, e.g., Alan Stuart, The Ideas of Sampling 14 (3d ed. 1984).
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an expert panel paid by AT&T/WorldCom who were expressly seeking to develop a cost model
for these types of proceedings. (Tr. at 4649.) These so-called experts admittedly had no
experience in processing wholesale UNE orders or provisioning UNEs. (Tr. at 4650-51.)
Indeed, AT&T/WorldCom witness Mr. Walsh conceded that, for any given task, only “one or
two” panel members even purported to have any expertise. (Tr. at 4653-54 (“There were usually
one or two members of the SME team who might have had some personal experience, and
somehow they could relate to some data that they collected or however they used to manage the
people that performed that activity.”) While Mr. Walsh acknowledged that the experts had
different opinions concerning the appropriate task times, AT&T/WorldCom have provided no
notes, minutes, or any other records of their panel’s meetings. (Tr. at 4655-56.)
AT&T/WorldCom’s time estimates are inherently subjective and unreliable, and the Commission

should reject them in favor of those resulting from Verizon’s statistically sound methodology.

C. Verizon VA’s NRCM Uses Appropriately Forward-Looking Assumptions.

The Verizon VA NRCM is forward-looking because it seeks to measure the non-
recurring costs that Verizon VA truly expects to incur in the future as it efficiently expands and
replaces its network over time.2* As set forth above, Verizon VA applied forward-looking
adjustment factors to take account of how mechanization and process improvements by the end
of a three-year planning period would reduce the time needed to perform an activity and/or the

frequency with which an activity was performed. (See, e.g., VZ-VA Ex. 107 at 303-05; VZ-VA

Ex. 124 at 11-24, 26.) These factors were determined by a panel of experts and then reviewed

199/ This issue is discussed in VZ-VA Ex. 107 at 316-18 and 325-35; VZ-VA Ex. 116 at 6-26
and 45-53; VZ-VA Ex. 124 at 11-24 and 41-85; VZ-VA Ex. 101 at 32-35; VZ-VA Ex. 110 at 21-
26; and VZ-VA Ex. 117 at 41-45.
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and updated in June 2001. As Verizon VA witness Mr. Curbelo explained, that panel consisted
of “people that have a sense of the likely ability to achieve levels of productivity in certain
organizations . . . people who are familiar with what we have recently rolled out and the effect
that will have in the future.” (Tr. at 4740.) Consistent with the Commission’s regulations, these
forward-looking costs are based on currently available telecommunications technology.z—ogl

| AT&T/WorldCom, by confrast, have presented a model that relies extensively on
technology that is not currently available and will not be available for the foreseeable future, or
that is not feasible in a multi-carrier environment. Moreover, even if AT&T/WorldCom’s
hypothesized technologies were available, nowhere in any of the models or costs proposed by
Petitioners do they account for the costs that Verizon VA would have to incur to make these
alleged improvements. Thus, AT&T/WorldCom play a shell game, assuming new technological
systems in their non-recurring cost model in order to lower non-recurring costs, yet failing to

account for the costs of these alleged systems in their recurring cost model.

1. Technological Assumptions

In the case of its non-recurring cost study, Verizon VA assumes a forward-looking mix of .
the technology that it actually expects to have in place at the end of the three-year planning
period. As Drs. Shelanski and Gordon explained, this approach to estimating non-recurring costs
is economically correct because it is based on the actual mix of technology that Verizon VA will
use over time to provision UNE. (VZ-VA Ex. 101 at 34; VZ-VA Ex. 102 at 29.) Even if one
assumed that the potential deployment of new technologies by a hypothetical efficient competitor

had some effect on the recurring capital costs of existing facilities in the network, there is no

20 47 C.FR. § 51.505.
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reason to expect this effect with respect to the non-recurring costs. The fact that a new
technology exists would not in and of itself reduce or eliminate the labor time needed to perform
non-recurring activities on existing plant. As a result, so long as it is efficient going forward for
a carrier to use the existing plant instead of replacing it, the non-recurring cost estimates should
reflect the mix of existing facilities expected to be used over the planning period, as Verizon
VA’s model does. (VZ-VA Ex. 101 at 34-35; VZ-VA Ex. 102 at 29.) And AT&T/WorldCom
have themselves conceded that Verizon VA would not replace its network facilities wholesale,
and instead that is “entirely rational” for Verizon VA to inves.t in new facilities incrementally.
(AT&T/WCom Ex. 11 at 17.) Verizon VA’s non-recurﬁng cost model appropriately estimates
the one-time costs of provisioning UNEs based on this rational and efficient path.

In the end, of course, the only difference in the technology mix assumed in Verizon VA’s
recurring and non-recurring cost studies is that the non-recurring model assumes that 26% of all
loops use IDLC — the amount Verizon VA actually expects to have in place by the end of the
three year planning period — while the recurring model assumes 70% IDLC. (VZ-VA Ex. 107
at 97.) Because non-recurring costs are largely labor-related, this difference in technology mix
has a limited effect. Changing the UDLC/IDLC mix in the NRCM so that it matches the
recurring model lowers only one category of provisioning costs: those associated with new
UNE-Ps. (VZ-VA Ex. 201.) It has no effect on any other non-recurring cost, including the cost
of the more common UNE-P migration. (See also Tr. at 4897.)

In contrast to Verizon VA’s approach, which is based on currently available technology
that is being deployed in carriers’ networks, AT&T/WorldCom attempt to reduce non-recurring
costs by relying on hypothetical technologies that are not currently available for deployment.

For example, in keeping with arguments they raise in criticizing Verizon VA’s loop study,

184



AT&T/WorldCom assume away the costs of provisioning an unbundled fiber-fed loop, insisting
that Verizon VA could use a GR-303 interface to unbundle without the need for either é Cross-
connect on the main distributing frame (MDF) or a digital-to-analog c}onversion.v As explained in
detail in Part IV above, the ability to unbundle loops using a GR-303 interface in a multi-carrier
environment has simply not been achieved, and the equipment that would be necessary is not
even commercially available, nor is it likely to be for the foreseeable future, if at all. Indeed,
AT&T/WorldCom have conceded that they “are not aware of any arrangements with any ILEC
using” their approach NRC to provision loops electronically. (See VA-VZ Ex. 122, Attachment

A (AT&T/WCom Response to VZ-VA VII-26; see also Tr. at 4619.)

2. Fallout and Manual Handling.

Although all parties agree that fallout generally is defined as the failure of an order that is
designed to flow through OSS to do so properly, Verizon VA strongly disagrees with
AT&T/WorldCom’s assumption that 100% of orders and products are, or should be, designed to
flow through, irrespective of their complexity. It would be neither cost-effective nor, in some
cases, even possible, given currently available technologies, for Verizon VA to mechanize the
handling of every type of order. AT&T/WorldCom concede that manual handling will be the
most efficient means of provisioning a UNE in some circumstances, even where automating the
task would have the effect of reducing non-recurring costs. (Tr. at 4658.) Yet they inexplicably
fail to account for such manual work in their model at all.

Verizon VA has mechanized many ordering tasks for many elements, and takes account
of further potential efficient mechanization through its Forward-Looking Adjustment Factors.
But manual processing remains the most economical (and in some cases the only) way to deal

with certain types of complex and/or low-volume orders. Verizon VA’s model therefore
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addresses not only the manual activity associated with “fallout” due to error conditions, but also
the manual handling needed for requests to provision real world applications that were never
meant to flow through the system, and that, in some cases, are not expected to do so in the future.
(See VZ-VA Ex. 107 at 330-35; VZ-VA Ex. 116 at 6-11; VZ-VA Ex. 124 at 45-47.) An accurate
non-recurring cost model must account for such manual handling by design, which is distinct
from error-related “fallout.”

While asserting that the level of automation they assume “should be” achievable (see Tr.
at 4934), AT&T/WorldCom fail to provide any evidence to support their assertion. Indeed, they
concede that they can point to no carrier or existing syétcm that processes and provisions UNE
orders with the level of automation they assume. (See Tr. at 4663; VZ-VA Ex. 116, Attachment
B (AT&T/WorldCom Response to VZ-VA v-21 .) Moreover, while AT&T/WorldCom insist
that Verizon VA should assume a greatly expanded OSS capable of processing all orders, they
do not account for the greatly increased costs that would result from the development of such
systems, even assuming it were technically feasible.*2Y Nor do they offer any reason to believe
that such automation would in fact be the most cost effective method of providing UNEs. In
effect, AT&T/WorldCom’s position is that Verizon VA should automate all tasks, so as to lower
non-recurring costs, even if automating those tasks is not the most cost efficient means of

provisioning an order — but that AT&T/WorldCom has no responsibility to share the cost of that

2V AT&T/WorldCom admit that, if Verizon’s existing OSS do not provide the level of
automation they assume, AT&T/WorldCom would have to increase the expense factor ratios to
reflect the higher investment in OSS necessary to achieve the level of automation assumed in the
AT&T/WorldCom model (assuming it even were technically feasible.) (Tr. at 4937.) (Of
course, it is Verizon VA’s position that if such OSS developments were required and possible,
their costs would have to be included in the OSS UNE or recovered as explicit additional
charges, not simply spread across other UNEs through the ACF process.) There is no question
that Petitioners would prefer the manual handling charge to these costs.

186



automation. Clearly, AT&T/WorldCom cannot avoid the non-recurring charges associated with
manual processing of orders and also avoid the charges associated with development of perfect

OSS.

a) Manual Handling at the Ordering Stage
In addition to the fact that not all orders should be designed to flow through the system,

AT&T/WorldCom’s analysis of ordering costs is rife with additional defects. While Petitioners
concede that electronic order processing will not necessarily eliminate all manual intervention,
their non-recurring cost model allows for no manual processing in the ordering stage, on the
theory that Verizon’s OSS will catch all CLEC errors and send orders back to the CLEC
automatically. They contend that any other need for manual processing is not the CLEC’s
responsibility. AT&T/WorldCom’s theory is misguided for two reasons. First, orders will
continue to require manual handling, even when CLEC error is not the cause of the fallout, and
even in a forward-looking enviromﬂent. Second, AT&T/WorldCom provide no support for their
theory that only fallout caused by CLECs can properly be charged to them.

AT&T/WorldCom erroneously suggest that Verizon VA’s costs associated with manual
processing include costs for resolving format errors. (Tr. at 4662-63.) Yet Verizon VA treats
virtually all orders of the type Petitioners cite precisely as AT&T/WorldCom wish: by returning
them to the CLEC without any manual processing. (See VZ-VA Ex. 116 at 12-13; VZ-VA Ex.
124 at 48-52.) Just as AT&T/WorldCom suggest, before being submitted to the OSS that
governs ordering, a CLEC request first passes through a “gateway” OSS, which will reject
entries that contain most formatting errors.

Contrary to Petitioners’ contention, however, this gateway does not eliminate all fallout.

The gateway OSS will not catch “logical errors” — those that are formatted and punctuated as
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expected but that contain information incompatible with downstream ordering and/or
provisioning systems. Moreover, in some cases, orders are sent for manual handling by design.
For example, an order for five or more loops will be designated for manual handling so that
Verizon can perform a facilities check to ensure that there are sufficient available lines before
providing a firm order confirmation. This practice has been demanded by both Verizon’s retail
and wholesale customers and in the end is more cost efficient. (Tr. at 4817-18.) Contrary to
AT&T/WorldCom’s suggestion, prices in a competitive market generally do account for the
costs of managing inventory, even though the associated charge often is not itemized and
separately identified. Verizon VA’s approach is more efficient than the alternatives and thus
actually has resulted in lower UNE prices.

The Commission should approve Verizon VA’s NRCM as it relates to the ordering
process. Verizon VA has assumed a realistic forward-looking ordering environment in which
orders that should be processed by automated systems are so processed, and in which “fallout”
— that is, the failure of an order that is designed to flow through the system to do so — is
minimized. Indeed, the Commission has already concluded elsewhere that Verizon provides
efficient pre-ordering and ordering processes to competitors,&/ and has deemed criticisms of
Verizon’s ordering interfaces “not . . . persuasive.”™ Further, this Commission has noted that,
when orders do fall out, Verizon VA handles those orders efficiently, commending Verizon for

“timely and accurately processing” such orders. ®

202/ Pennsylvania § 271 Order at 17448 4§ 48-50.
0 See, e.g., Massachusetts § 271 Order at 9015-6 ] 53.

B 14 at 9032 q 81.

188



b) Manual Handling at the Provisioning Stage

Like Verizon VA’s ordering-related non-recurring charges, Verizon VA’s provisioning-
related charges are appropriate and should be adopted. Where possible and efficient, Verizon |
VA’s OSS facilitates the assignment of network inventory and the fulfillment of the service order
request. In some cases, however, special or complex CLEC requests will require manual
har;d]ing by design in the provisioﬁing phase, just as in the ordering phase. This will continue to
be the case for some time. In addition, orders that are designed to flow through will, of course,
sometimes “fall out” of the system. Verizon’s model reflects a conservative fallout rate,
accounting for all cases in which manual processing due to errors will be required, both now ana
on a forward-looking basis, through application of its Typical Occurrence and Forward-Looking
Adjustment Factors. Thus, provisioning charges will continue to incorporate costs stemming
from manual processing. (See generally VZ-VA EX. 107 at 334-35; VZ-VA Ex. 124 at 56-58.)

AT&T/WorldCom’s model is premised upon a 2% fallout rate, but they can point to no
system or carrier that surpasses the performance levels assumed by Verizon VA’s NRCM, let
alone achieves Petitioners’ fantastically low fallout levels. Indeed, when asked in discovery to
name any LEC that has “achieved a 2% or better fallout rate for complex, Centrex, ISDN, and/or
designed orders,” they could not. (See VZ-VA Ex. 124 Attachment B (AT&T/WCom Response
to VZ-VA IV-20.)) At the hearings, in response to the question “[A]re you saying that the
fallout rate in your model is equivalent to that [] an ILEC would achieve in the real world?,”
AT&T/WorldCom’s panel answered “[N]o, we are not saying that at all . . . We are only
assessing the 2% assessable really to the CLEC.” (See Tr. at 4956.) In other words,
AT&T/WorldCom admit that 2% fallout is not achievable in the real world, but contend that

CLECs should only be charged for that amount of fallout, which they imagine is the amount
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attributable to CLEC error. And, as with the ordering stage, AT&T does not even purport to
account for manual handling by design.

While AT&T/WorldCom dredge up a variety of complaints about some of the Verizon
VA functional organizations involved in manual handling at the provisioning stage, these
complaints are unavailing, as these organizations are expected to remain a vital part of the
provisioning process, even in a forward-looking environment. For example, manual intervention
by the Mechanized Loop Assignment Center (MLAC) may result from the need to rearrange the
utilization of Verizon VA loop facilities to permit successful assignment of the CLEC order.
Further, some orders, by virtue of their complexity, are simply not designed to flow through the
system, and will require MLAC intervention.2Y (See VZ-VA Ex. 124 at 58-59.) The same is
true of the Recent Change Memory Administration Center, which will necessarily continue to
conduct manual switch translation work to perform hotcuts and local number portability
migrations, especially on complex accounts, and to manage last-minute postponements and
cancellations in order to prevent end user service outages. (See VZ-VA Ex.. 124 at 60-61.)

The Circuit Provisioning Center (CPC) also will remain an essential component of
Verizon VA provisioning efforts. Circuits routed to CPC for design are, by their nature, special,
and invariably require some level of “custom” design and some degree of human coordination-.
No automated tool can substitute for the human judgment that is necessary to respond to the

unique demands faced by the CPC. (See VZ-VA Ex. 116 at 25-26; VZ-VA Ex. 124 at 61.)

205 AT&T/WorldCom complain that application of MLAC fallout within the NRCM is
exactly the same for every UNE. However, this is not surprising, as the incidence of CLEC error
and other phenomena giving rise to MLAC activity is similar across all UNE products. To the
extent that there is variation among MLAC fallout rates, CLECs are advantaged by Verizon
VA’s assumption of a 4% fallout rate, because if anything, the actual rate for any given
individual UNE product is likely higher than that. (See VZ-VA Ex. 124 at 59.)

190



Oddly, AT&T/WorldCom acknowledge that certain types of UNEs and services inherently
require design work, yet then turn around and assume that they will require work by thé CPCin
only 2% of the cases. (See, e.g. AT&T/WCom Ex. 23 (Non-Recurring Technicai Assumptions
Binder).) Finally, as described in greater detail below, the Regional CLEC Coordination Center
(RCCC) is critical to the provision of CLEC services generally and to hotcuts in particular. A
hotcut requires the involvement of various Verizon organizations and, importantly, precise
coordination with the CLEC. The RCCC is responsible for ensuring that a loop is
simultaneously disconnected from Verizon VA and connected with the CLEC’s facilities so as to
minimize interruption of service to the end user. In several contexts, in fact, AT&T has
vociferously demanded the creation of further checkpoints in Verizon’s hotcut process. (VZ-VA
Ex. 124 at 62.) Yet here, of course, AT&T attempts to label those very functions “‘unnecessary.”
Moreover, AT&T/WorldCom’s various criticisms of specific RCCC tasks demonstrate repeated
misunderstandings (or misrepresentations) of that organization’s functions. Its tasks are
necessary, distinct from those performed by other functional organizations, and fully described in
the Verizon VA’s model and testimony. (See VZ-VA Ex. 107 at 333-34; VZ-VA Ex. 116 at 22-

25; VZ-VA Ex. 124 at 61-69.)

D. Verizon VA Correctly Structures Its Non-Recurring Costs.

AT&T/WorldCom raise several criticisms regarding the manner in which Verizon VA
has structured its non-recurring costs, but those criticisms should be rejected.zw Verizon VA

has distinguished appropriately between recurring and non-recurring costs, and its other choices

2% This issue is discussed at pages 299 and 321-23 of VZ-VA Ex. 107, 72-76 of the Ex. 116,
89-103 of the Ex. 124, and 15-20 of VZ-VA Ex. 110.
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— such as the application of disconnection costs at the time of connection and the development

of charges for “expedited” orders — represent sound ratesetting practice.

1. Distinguishing between Recurring and Non-Recurring Costs

Verizon’s non-recurring cost model appropriately distinguishes between recurring and
non-recurring costs. TELRIC mandates that costs be recovered in a manner that reflects the way
they are incurred.2Y Verizon VA is therefore entitled to recover one-time costs caused bya
CLEC order from that CLEC on a non-recurring basis. Such treatment is especially appropriate,
where the cost (a) is occasioned by the particular CLEC order and arises from activities that
would not be undertaken but for that order, and (b) reflects a “one-time” expenditure whose total
magnitude is not dependent on the length of service, and therefore would be subject to over-
recovery or under-recovery if billed on a recurring basis. This approach is not only sound
ratesetting practice; it also has been validated by this Commission®® (See VZ-VA Ex. 124 at

89-101.)

207 See Local Competition Order at 15873-74 I 742-43.
For example, the Commission has previously stated:

We define non-recurring costs as the one-time expenses incurred,
upon the request of a customer, in installing, moving, rearranging
or terminating an access service from the initial receipt of a service
order to the point at which service is provided or terminated, as the
case may be. . ..

We see no reason why the LECs should not recover through an
NRC their full one-time costs of providing, terminating or
modifying an access service. This is consistent with our policies
encouraging the recovery of costs from cost causers and would
reduce the subsidy of short-term users by longer term customers.

Memorandum Opinion and Order, In the Matter of Investigation of Interstate Access Tariff Non-
Recurring Charges, 2 FCC Rcd 3498, 3501-02 94 32-33 (1987)
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Although the Commission has indicated that states may require ILECs to recover some

209/

otherwise non-recurring costs through recurring charges,“* the most efficient and appropriate

means of recovering such costs is through a one-time, non-recurring charge to the cost-causer.
As Dr. Shelanski explained,

It would be inefficient and impractical to spread such a concrete

expense over an estimate of future usage, which could later prove

to understate or exaggerate costs. Moreover, failing to recover the

costs from the cost-causer typically creates perverse economic

incentives and uneconomic behavior by the CLECs. In order to

ensure that the CLEC has the correct incentives to target

customers, invest in facilities, and establish efficient prices, it

should be required to pay the full amount of the costs that are a
direct result of its actions.

(VZ-VA Ex. 110 at 18-19.) Indeed, the Commission itself has observed that “Commission
policy favors economically efficient prices that reflect the manner in which costs are incurred. A
LEC that must make a non-recurring expenditure to provide 500 access service should not
generally be forced to recover its costs as if it were using technology that causes a recurring
charge. Such a mechanism would distort the prices paid by access customers.”2Y

Requiring Verizon VA to recover otherwise non-recurring costs through recurring
charges would inappropriately shift the risk of cost underrecovery from the CLEC to the ILEC
and introduce economic inefficiency that would distort the development of competition. If a
carrier incurs a one-time cost caused by the connection of service and can only recover that cost

through a recurring charge, then it bears the risk that it will lose the customer and not recover

that one-time cost. The requesting CLEC itself should bear that risk. Otherwise, as Dr.

2 ocal Competition Order at 15875 § 749.

1y Order, In the Matter of MCI Telecommunications Corp. Application for Review, 12 FCC

Red 16565, 16571 § 12 (1997).
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Shelanski explained, “the CLEC will not fully consider the long-run costs of serving customers,
will have incentive to over-expand, and will shift substantial risks of its own business decisions
to the ILEC and, perhaps, to future carriers. Conversely, by shifting substantial risks onto the
ILECs, AT&T/WorldCom’s proposal would require the ILEC’s cost of capital to increase.”
(VZ-VA Ex. 110 at 20.)

Any concern the Commission might have with respect to whether certain non-recurring
charges could result in large initial capital outlays that allegedly might discourage entry is not
implicated by Verizon VA’s non-recurring cost model here. As discussed below, the primary
cost as to which the parties disagree concerning its recurring or non-recurring classification is the
cost for a field dispatch to place a cross-connect at the serving area interface. But unlike, for
example, the cost of constructing a collocation cage, the cost of a field dispatch is small, is
incurred only when needed to provision a particular loop to a particular end-user (from whom the
CLEC can recover the cost if it chooses), and is a typical provisioning cost incurred by all
carriers, including Verizon VA itself. This non-recurring charge cannot be said to be a barrier to
entry.

AT&T/WorldCom nevertheless argue that a cost should be deemed recurring whenever
the activity in question might possibly benefit some other CLEC, or Verizon VA itself, at some
hypothetical point in the future, even if the current requesting CLEC directly caused the cost to
be incurred. (See AT&T/WCom Ex. 2 at 9-11; AT&T/WCom Ex. 8 at 29-31.) But the
Commission has previously rejected such a theory in relation to interconnection: *“To the extent
that the equipment needed for expanded interconnection service is dedicated to a particular

interconnector, . . . requiring the interconnector to pay the full cost of the equipment up front is
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reasonable . . . regardless of whether the equipment might be reusable.”®Y AT&T/WorldCom’s
proposal would result in the same inappropriate risk-shifting and economic inefficiency caused
by a more general requirement to recover non-recurring costs through recurring charges.
Shifting the risk of non-recovery of the initial non-recurring cost to the ILEC would the CLEC
cause to receive distorted market signals, and increase the ILECs’ cost of capital.

AT&T/WorldCom also wrbng]y suggest that Verizon may not properly impose non-
recurring charges on CLECs for any tasks for which it bills retail customers through recurring
rates. This argument confuses the classification of costs with how those costs are recovered
through rates. The goal of a cost study is to identify the costs the ILEC incurs in providing
UNE:s to a CLEC and the manner in which those costs are incurred and then to shift that same
cost structure to the CLEC. As Verizon VA’s witnesses explained:

MR. CURBELO: . . .[W]e identify the non-recurring costs for the CLEC:s in the

same manner in which we incur those non-recurring costs. . .. And they, in turn,

could recover . . . from their end users the way we recover from our end users in

the retail side of the market.
MR. PEDUTO: Or any way they want.

(Tr. at 4785; see also Tr. at 4772, 4781.) That is, even if Verizon VA chooses (or is required to)
recover a non-recurring cost through a retail recurring rate, that does not transform the nature of
the cost itself. Instead, the CLEC should, in parity with the ILEC, incur the same non-recurring

cost.
Finally, despite AT&T/WorldCom’s contentions to the contrary, Verizon VA will not

double recover costs through recurring and non-recurring charges. In calculating its ACFs,

Y Second Report and Order, Local Exchange Carriers’ Rates, Terms and Conditions Jor

Expanded Interconnection through Physical Collocation for Special Access and Switched
Transport, 12 FCC Red 18730, 18750 33 (June 13, 1997) (“Second Report and Order”)
(emphasis added); see also Local Competition Order at 15876 § 751.
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Verizon VA subtracted from its base year expense figure all non-recurring revenues it received
during that year. (Tr. at 4762, 4765-66; VZ-VA Ex. 107 at 21.) These non-recurring revenues
serve as a proxy for the non-recurring costs Verizon VA incurred during that year. By removing
those revenues before calculating the ACFs, Verizon VA ensured that it will not double recover

for non-recurring costs through application of the ACFs on the recurring side.

2. Collection of Disconnect Costs at the Time of Connection.

Verizon VA’s NRCM includes disconnection costs among the non-recurring costs for
which Verizon VA charges when it connects a CLEC’s unbundled service. Verizon VA’s
NRCM appropriately discounts the disconnect costs for the time value of money, based on a 2.5-
year forecasted service life and a 12.95% cost of capital. (See VZ-VA Ex. 124 at 102.) This
approach represents the industry norm, is entirely reasonable, and should be approved by the
Commission.

Inclusion of disconnect costs at the time of connection is the only way to ensure that such
costs are attributed to the entity that caused them and that they will, in fact, be recovered.
Permitting recovery only at the time of disconnection would inappropriately shift the risk of non-
recovery to ILECs, a particularly inequitable result since the ILEC has no choice but to provide
UNEs to any requesting CLEC, regardless of the CLEC’s financial qualifications or stability. |
Although the risk of uncollectables may be relatively low in the case of carriers §uch as AT&T
and Worldcom, that is unquestionably not the case, in Verizon’s experience, for all CLECs,
whether due to financial troubles or other reasons. And, given the effect of the Commission’s

“pick and choose” rule,2% any CLEC will be able to take advantage of whatever provision the

22 47CFR. §51.809.
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Commission imposes here with respect to disconnect costs. Thus, it is appropriate for Verizon
VA to include forward-looking disconnect costs in its NRC model. (See VZ-VA Ex. 107 at 335-

36; VZ-VA Ex. 124 at 101.)

3. Charges For Expedited Orders.

Verizon VA’s model properly includes increased rates for expediting orders. Additional
charges for expedited orders are appropriate because requests for expedited service require
adjustments to workload and schedules, and labor performed out-of-hours is paid at a premium
over normal wages. (See VZ-VA Ex. 107 at 322-323; VZ-VA Ex. 116 at 75-76.) These orders
thus simply cost more to fill than other orders, and the excess costs are due exclusively to the
CLEC’s demands. While AT&T/WorldCom’s model includes no expedite charges, they have
not even suggested such charges are inappropriate, and the Commission should accordingly

accept them.

E. Specific Costs.

In a further effort to understate non-recurring costs, AT&T/WorldCom present a
hodgepodge of criticisms concerning specific categories of provisioning tasks in Verizon VA’s
model and propose to assume away the costs of virtually all such tasks. Even a brief
examination of these criticisms reveals that they are misguided and based on assumptions that

are contrary to how efficient, real-world carriers operatc.m’

2Y These issues are discussed at pages 22-45 of VZ-VA Ex. 116 and 69-89 of VZ-VA Ex.
124. :
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1. Hotcuts

In addition to their fantasy assumptions about electronic unbundling of stand-alone loops
over fiber feeder, discussed above, AT&T/WorldCom complain about Verizon VA’s procedures
for provisioning loops using hotcuts. Ironically, these same procedures are in place precisely
because the CLECs demanded them during industry meetings and Section 271 collaboratives.
(VZ-VA Ex. 124 at 75-76, 80-81.) AT&T, in particular, has repeatedly requested modifications
to the hotcut process that increase the time and expense associated with each cutover. In any
event, Verizon VA’s hotcut procedures comport with industry standards and are necéssary to
ensure that end-user service is not interrupted during a>migration. As this Commission has
noted, “[t]he ability of a BOC to provision working, trouble-free loops through hot cuts is of
critical importance in view of the substantial risk that a defective cut will result in end-user
customers experiencing service disruptions that continue for more than a brief period.”m/

Yet in this proceeding, AT&T/WorldCom seek to assume away all the coordination tasks
necessary to ensure trouble-free cutovers and to treat hotcuts as if they were a simple cutover of
a retail customer from one part of the Verizon switch to another. The fact is, however, that
hotcuts between carriers require careful — and sometimes time-consuming — coordination.
AT&T/Worldcom’s contrary characterization of hotcuts exposes their fundamental
misunderstanding of the wholesale provisioning process. Thus, while AT&T/WorldCom
criticize the frequency of travel between offices associated with the hotcut process
(AT&T/WCom Ex. 116 at 62), the Commission has specifically “commend[ed] Bell Atlantic

for” responding to CLEC demands by agreeing to engage in a pre-cutover visit to minimize

24 New York § 271 Order at 4109 § 299.
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problems and observed that such an additional visit “appears to be critical to the proper

functioning of the hot cut process.”2¥

Indeed, Verizon VA’s analysis suggests that if the
procedures AT&T/WorldCom advocate had been in place, the frequency of service interruptions
would have increased substantially. (VZ-VA Ex. 124 at 75.) The Commission should therefore

approve Verizon VA’s non-recurring charges for loop provisioning.

2. Central Office Wiring

AT&T/WorldCom also make two assumptions in an effort to eliminate or drastically
reduce non-recurring costs for central office (CO) wiring. Both, however, are fundamentally

untenable.

a) 100% Dedicated Inside Plant (“DIP”’) Assumption.
Petitioners improperly assume 100% Dedicated Inside Plant (“DIP”) in their proposed

costs for UNE-P and resale, even though no efficient carrier would implement that approach.
Indeed, once again, AT&T/WorldCom have assumed use of a technique that they acknowledge
has not been adopted by any carrier that they can identify, but rather is only some kind of a
“modeling convention.” (See Tr. at 4665; VZ-VA Ex. 116, Attachment B (AT&T/WCom
Response to VZ-VA TV-28).) The Commission should reject AT&T/WorldCom’s hypothetical

musings.gm

2 New York § 271 Order at 4052  186.

2 As Verizon VA’s witness Mr. Peduto acknowledged, in a small number of situations, the

jumper would still be in place when a CLEC requests a new UNE-P, and Verizon VA'’s typical
occurrence factor for CO wiring tasks in connection with UNE-P should be somewhat less than
100%. (Tr. at 4843-44.)
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Use of 100% DIP is not appropriate in the current market and would increase costs to
CLECs and end users. In a 100% DIP environment, Verizon VA would have to add significant
additional switching equipment so that every incoming cable to the central office could be pre-
connected to a piece of switching line equipment. In other words, there would have to be switch
line equipment dedicated to each feeder pair entering the central office. This would require
Verizon VA to increase the amount of switching equipment drastically — and to charge CLECs
for such equipment in its recurring rates. Because the utilization factor for feeder cable is less
than 100% for sound engineering reasons, it simply makes no economic sense to purchase and
install enough switching equipment to facilitate connection of all feeder pairs to the switch
simultaneously. (See VZ-VA Ex. 116 at 28.)

Indeed, AT&T/WorldCom’s only defense of the 100% DIP assumption is that it is a
“modeling convention,” not an assumption about how carriers in fact operate. (See Tr. at 4966.)
However, for non-recurring UNE rates to have any economic validity, they must be based on the
costs that the incumbent, acting efficiently, incurs in performing the tasks necessary to serve
their wholesale customers. TELRIC demands, in short, that “costs should be recovered in a
manner that reflects the way they are incurred.”*¥ Verizon VA incurs the costs of running a
jumper from the MDF to the Verizon switch for new UNE-P service as a one-time cost. To
ignore this reality in favor of “modeling conventions,” as AT&T/WorldCom would have it, is to

consign the model to an inevitably inaccurate measure of costs.

2 See Local Competition Order at 15873 § 742.
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b) Distributing Frames
AT&T/WorldCom apparently assume that all MDFs in Verizon VA’s territory are Low

Profile Distribution Frames (LPDF) or COSMIC-type frames 2¥ (See AT&T/WCom Ex. 2 at
34; AT&T/WCom Ex. 21 at 48.) They assert that such frames allow for the use of a single short
“jumper” to perform a cross-connect and accordingly require short central office wiring times.
Agéin, however, this assumption ignores operational realities. As an initial matter, Verizon VA
does not widely use such frames; Verizon VA has found that in general, COSMIC-type frames
are not operationally effective or cost-efficient. (See VZ-VA Ex. 124 at 34.) Ironically, even if
they were widely used, the frames that AT&T/WorldCom envision would not lower the cost of
provisioning UNEs. These frames require careful administration and control over the
assignment of ports on the block terminating the switch (or the collocation equipment) so that the
assigned port is always close to the customer’s cable pair — administration that is impractical in
a multi-LEC environment because the CLEC blindly chooses a port location without knowing
the location of the customer’s cable pair. (See VZ-VA Ex. 124 at 33-38.) Thus,
AT&T/WorldCom’s assumption of the ubiquitous deployment of LPDF or COSMIC-type frames

offers no justification for their extremely short central office wiring times.

3. Field Installation

Verizon VA’s non-recurring model appropriately accounts for the costs incurred by
dispatching a field technician to perform cross-connects at the feeder distribution or serving area

interface. As noted above, Verizon VA’s model assesses field installation charges on a CLEC

2% Notwithstanding their testimony, AT&T/WorldCom appear to be somewhat confused

about their own model’s assumptions. In discovery, when asked whether their model assumes
that all MDFs are low-profile or COSMIC-type frames, AT&T/WorldCom simply responded
“[nJo.” (See VZ-VA Ex. 116, Attachment B.)
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only when a field dispatch is required to fulfill the specific CLEC order. (See VZ-VA Ex. 116 at
43,45.) AT&T/WorldCom do not deny that Verizon VA will sometimes need to dispatch a field
technician to fulfill an order, but, based on nothing more than a “modeling convention” that they
admit has nothing to do with the operation of a real-world carrier, insist that the costs for such
dispatches be recovered through recurring charges.2¥

Petitioners posit that the cross-connect at the feeder distribution interface is a dedicated
part of the loop like the NID and drop that, once placed, is never removed. In other words,
Petitioners assume 100% dedicated outside plant such that once a distribution pair terminated on
the field side of the feeder distribution interface has beeh assigned to a premise, it will remain
permanently cross-wired to a specific feeder pair terminated on the central office side of the
interface. But, as Verizon VA has explained, that is not “the way an efficient plant is
constructed.” (Tr. at 4863.) Rather, an efficient network is designed to flexibly permit cross-
connects between distribution and feeder facilities to be moved and rearranged in response to
orders and service changes (e.g., disconnecting a cross-connect to free up a needed feeder facility
when the premise served by a given distribution cable has remained vacant fora long period of
time). (See VZ-VA Ex. 116 at 39-45.) Dedicating a feeder pair to each distribution pair would
drastically increase the amount of feeder cable needed and therefore increase recurring costs —
costs for which Petitioners do not account. Petitioners’ own witnesses conceded that they could

not identify any carrier that actually employs 100% Dedicated Outside Plant (Tr. at 4667) and

2y AT&T/WorldCom also suggest that Verizon VA has overstated the amount of work
performed by the field installation work group. Yet their criticisms assume an idealized job in
which the technician has to visit only a single location per job in the field and encounters no
difficulty or roadblock requiring additional work. Such an approach, however, fails to account
for the real-world situations a field technician will face, conditions that are captured in Verizon’s
survey of workers who actually engage in or supervise field work. (See VZ-VA Ex. 124 at 97-
99.)
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that this was “not an assumption about what physically is taking place in the carrier’s network”
(Tr. at 4667-68.) But a model cannot accurately estimate the costs of providing UNEs if it
simply ignores how an efficient carrier provides such elements in favor of hypotﬁetical modeling
conventions.

Because cross-connects are not permanently placed as part of the loop, Verizon VA
appropriately seeks to recover the cost of fieldwork to place a cross-connect when such work is
triggered by a CLEC order. (Tr. at 4803.) Verizon VA incurs this cost on a non-recurring basis
and does not recover that cost through recurring charges. As discussed above, in these
circumstances, the CLECs accordingly should pay a non-recurring charge for the required work.

VII. VERIZON VA’S COSTS RELATED TO XDSL-COMPATIBLE LOOPS, LINE
SHARING, AND LINE SPLITTING.

Verizon VA has submitted detailed and fully supported cost studies establishing the
recurring and non-recurring costs it incurs in providing CLECs with xDSL-compatible loops,
line splitting, and line sharing. By contrast, AT&T/WorldCom submitted no studies with respect
to the costs of these activities. Instead, they rely on assertions that certain costs should not be
recovered or should be picked up in general expense factors in some unspecified manner, or they
make isolated criticisms of Verizon VA’s studies. In both cases, AT&T/WorldCom’s arguments
are unavailing, and the Commission should approve the rates produced by Verizon VA’s studies.

A. Verizon VA’s Line Conditioning Costs Are Consistent with Prior
Commission Decisions and Should Be Approved.

Verizon VA proposes recovery of costs for line conditioning through a non-recurring

charge if — and only if — a CLEC requests conditioning that exceeds Verizon’s network design
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standards.®2? In particular, where load coils are present on copper loops longer than 18,000 feet,

the load coils generally cannot be removed because they are necessary for the circuits to function
at voice grade standards. (VZ-VA Ex. 107 at 126-27; Tr. at 4994.) Verizon VA does not
condition such loops for itself, but it will do so in the relatively rare case that a CLEC requests it.
Similarly, because xDSL technologies are generally designed to operate with up to 6,000 feet of
bridged tap, if a CLEC requests that Verizon remove bridged tap less than 6,000 feet, it will
incur a charge for that special work. (Tr. at 5000, 5027-28.) The limited line conditioning
charges Verizon VA proposes are consistent with economic principles and past prece;dent and
should be approved.

1. Loop Conditioning Costs Should Be Recovered Through Non-
Recurring Charges.

AT&T/WorldCom’s arguments that Verizon VA should not be allowed to recover its costs for
lqop conditioning, or, in the alternative, that such costs should be recovered on a recurring basis
(AT&T/WCom Ex. 2 at 26), contravene both this Commission’s rulings and principles of cost
causation. In a series of decisions, this Commission has repeatedly confirmed that incumbent
LECs such as Verizon are entitled to recover the costs of conditioning loops at CLECs’

request.zl/ Just recently, the Commission reaffirmed to the Supreme Court that its “express . . .

20 This issue is discussed at pages 138-42 of VZ-VA Ex. 107; pages 60-64 of VZ-VA Ex.
116; and 130-43 of VZ-VA Ex. 124.

2l See Local Competition Order at 15692 § 382 (“Some modification of incumbent LEC
facilities, such as loop conditioning, is encompassed within the duty imposed by section
251(c)(3). The requesting carrier would, however, bear the cost of compensating the incumbent
LEC for such conditioning.”) (emphasis added); Third Report and Order, Deployment of Wireline
Services Offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability, 14 FCC Red 20912 § 82 (1999)
(“Line Sharing Order™); id. at § 87 (“[W]e conclude that incumbent LECs should be able to
charge for conditioning loops when competitors request the high frequency portion of the
loop.”); UNE Remand Order at 3784 qf 192-93 (“We agree that networks built today normally
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